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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This communication is responsive to Applicant's Amendment, filed on 
August 2, 2007. 

2. Claims 18, and 26-47 are pending in this application. Claims 18, 26, and 
37 are independent claims. In the Amendment filed on August 2, 2007, no claims 
were amended. This office action is made final. 

3. In light of the arguments made, rejection of claims 1 8 and 37-47 under 35 
U.S.C. § 101 Is hereby withdrawn. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or 
composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent 
therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 26-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 26-36 are directed to a computer system. According to the 
specification, said computer system is software per se. Paragraph 0014 of the 
specification recites "A computer system using a queuing system and metfiod for 
managing a queue having plurality of generic queue headers connected together 
by a plurality of links in a predetermined manner". Additionally, Figure 1 of the 
instant application depicts "Queuing System 50" which is software per se. As 
such, said computer system is software per se and does not fall within the four 
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statutory categories. 



Page 3 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject 
matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

7. Claim 18, 26-28, 30-32, 37-39, and 41-43 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cornaby (U.S. Patent Number 
5410722) in view of Kirchner et al., (hereinafter "Kirchner", U.S. Patent Number 
5706437). 

As per claim 18, Cornaby teaches the limitations: 

"A method for managing a queue having a plurality of queue headers 
within a computer system comprising the steps of:" (Cornaby, Figure 2 to Figure 
3L) 

"attaching a plurality of data structures to the plurality of queue headers, 
where each data structure is attached to one of the plurality of queue headers" 
(Cornaby, Figure 2-3L which shows a plurality of queue headers wherein each 
queue header includes a data structure; Column 3 Line 64 through Column 4 
Line 1, i.e., FIG. 2 is a configuration consisting of four queues, 20, 21, 22, and 
23, within the queue system for the purpose of explaining the prefened 
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embodiment of the queue system. The configuration is comprised of queue D23 
which acts as the empty queue and which initially will contain all the task 
registers in the queue system; Note that task registers are data structures 
attached to queue headers; and Column 4 Lines 60-64, i.e., In view of, for 
simplicity in describing the invention, the task register in queues A 20, B21, and 
D23 are addressed ordered within the queue and the task registers in queue C23 
are ordered in the sequence of insertion into the queue) ; and 

"controlling operations of the plurality of queue headers utilizing one of a 
plurality of queue function calls" (Cornaby, Figure 2-3L; and Column 4 Lines 2-5, 
i.e.. When the processor 10 receives a task to be performed by using the queue 
system, the task is assigned to the task register having the lowest address in 
queue D23)\ 

"utilizing a plurality of queue function calls, wherein the function calls are 
configured to manage the plurality of queue operating on the data structures" 
(Cornaby, Figure 2-3L; and Column 4 Lines 2-5, i.e., When the processor 10. 
receives a task to be performed by using the queue system, the task is assigned 
to the task register having the lowest address in queue D23 ). 

Cornaby does not explicitly teach the limitation: "a function library 
containing a plurality of function calls". 

On the other hand, Kirchner teaches the limitation: 

"a function library containing a plurality of function calls" (Kirchner, Column 
8 Lines 10-36, i.e., The client application processes 902 and 904 use the client 
APIs 912 and 913, which include a library of generic functions as will be 
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discussed below, to connect to and communicate with the desired service 
module at a server 914. API functions 912 and 913 are called to make 
application requests for a service to the CLPROCs 906 and 908. Specifically, the 
function calls in the client APIs 912 and 913 will encode a NIDS message and 
write the NIDS message and its associated data to the CLPROCs 906 and 908 
via a combined shared memory and UNIX message queue mechanism 922. In 
the CLPROCs 906 and 908, an NSPP header is added to the NIDS message. 
The path of the queue mechanism 922 between the client applications 902 and 
904 and the CLPROCs 906 and 908 is shown by anows 920 and 921, 
respectively. Because of the system resources within the application process 902 
(ARU style model), the arrow 920 showing the path of the request message is 
shown to originate in the application process 902. For application process 904, 
the unique identification is generated within the client API 913. Thus, the anrow 
921 showing the path of the request message is shown to originate at the client 
API 913). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Cornaby, which teaches 
queue headers which are utilized to make function calls and to which data 
structures are attached, to combine with the method of Kirchner, which teaches a 
function library, so that, in the combined method, a function library containing a 
plurality of queue function calls is used to manage/control the data structures 
which are attached to queue headers. One would have been motivated to do so 
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in order integrate function calls of similar operations In one container, which is 
well known in the art of operating systems. 

As per claim 26, Cornaby in view of Krichner discloses the limitations: 

"A computer system that employs a queuing system, the queuing system" 
(Figure 2-3L) comprising: 

"a plurality of generic queue headers, the plurality of generic queue 
headers being connected by a plurality of links" (Cornaby, Figure 2, which shows 
a plurality of queues, Abstract, and Column 1 Lines 54-64); and 

"a data structure attached to at least one of the plurality of generic queue 
headers without reference to the plurality of links" (Cornaby, Figure 3A-3L), 
"wherein the plurality of queue headers are controlled" (Cornaby, Figure 2-3L; 
and Column 4 Lines 2-5, i.e.. When the processor 10 receives a task to be 
performed by using the queue system, the task is assigned to the task register 
having the lowest address in queue D23) "by a function library" (Kirchner, 
Column 8 Lines 10-36) "containing a plurality of function calls configured to 
manage the plurality of queue headers on the data structures" (Cornaby, Figure 
2-3L; and Column 4 Lines 2-5, i.e., When the processor 10 receives a task to be 
performed by using the queue system, the task is assigned to the task register 
having the lowest address in queue D23). 

As per claim 27, Cornaby is directed to the limitation: 
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"comprising a plurality of queue function calls for controlling operations of 
the plurality of generic queue headers" (Cornaby Abstract, i.e. "task registers"). 

As per claim 28, Cornaby is directed to the limitation: 

"wherein the plurality of function calls includes an insert call, a search and 

remove call, a search and insert call, a search only call and a peek call" (Column 

8 Line 5 through Column 10 Line 8 and Figure 3A-6). 

As per claim 30, Cornaby is directed to the limitation: 

"wherein each generic queue header includes a pointer to a next generic 

queue header, a pointer to a previous generic queue header, and a' pointer to the 

attached data structure" (Column 2 Lines 14-18). 

As per claim 31 Cornaby is directed to the limitation: 
"wherein each generic queue header includes a dynamic queue header" 
(Cornaby, Abstract, i.e. Control means is provided for dynamically assigning task 
registers to queues by controlling the addresses stored in the previous and next 
fields in each header and task registers such that each of said task registers is 
always assigned to a queue in the queue system). 

As per claim 32, Cornaby is directed to the limitation: 
"wherein each generic queue header comprises a static queue header" 
(Figure 2, which shows a plurality of statue queue headers). 
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Claim 37 is essentially the same as claim 26 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 38 is essentially the same as claim 27 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 39 is essentially the same as claim 28 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 41 is essentially the same as claim 30 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 42 is essentially the same as claim 31 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
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computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 43 is essentially the same as claim 32 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

8. Claim 29 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cornaby in view of Kirchner, and further in view of Douceur et 
al. (hereinafter "Douceur") (U.S Patent Number 6041053). 

Referring to claim 29, Cornaby in view of Krichner as applied to claim 27 
above does not explicitly disclose the limitation: "a search key and a search 
command." 

Douceur teaches the limitation: "a search key and a search command" 
(Douceur Abstract). Douceur is directed to a system and method classifying 
packets wherein each data structure includes a search key field, and one of the 
generic queue function calls utilizes a search command to scan each data 
structure attached to one of the generic queue headers until the search 
command matches the search key field and the operation of the one of the queue 
function calls is performed (Abstract of Douceur) 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to add the feature of using a search key field as 
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taught by Douceur to the system of Cornaby in view of Krichner as applied to 
claim 27 above so that, in the resultant system, each data structure would 
include a search key field, and one of the generic queue function calls utilizes a 
search command to scan each data structure attached to one of the generic 
queue headers until the search command matches the search key field and the 
operation of the one of the queue function calls is performed. One would have 
been motivated to do so in order to provide "a search technique capable of 
rapidly retrieving stored information from a data structure" (Douceur et al.. 
Column 3 Line 54-58). 

Claim 40 is essentially the same as claim 29 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

9. Claim 35 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cornaby in view of Krichner and further in view of Peterson et 
al. (hereinafter "Peterson", U.S Patent Application Publication Number 
2006/0010420). 

Referring to claim 35 Cornaby in view of Kirchner does not explicitly teach 
the limitation: "wherein the queuing system comprises a portion of an operation 
system". 

Peterson teaches the limitation: 
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"wherein the queuing system comprises a portion of an operation system" 
(Paragraph 0092, i.e., poll the operating system even queue). 
At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary sl^ill in the art to add the feature of using queues as part of an 
operating system, as taught by Peterson, to the method of Cornaby in vie of 
Kirchner so that, in the resultant method would, the queuing system would 
comprise a portion of an operating system. One would have been motivated to 
do so because it is notoriously well known in the art that queuing systems are 
part of modern operating system. 

Claim 46 is essentially the same as claim 35 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

10. Claim 36 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cornaby in view of Kirchner and further in view of Fischer et 
al. (hereinafter "Fischer") (U.S Patent Application Publication Number 
2002/0163932). 

Referring to claim 36 Cornaby in view of Kirchner does not explicitly teach 
the limitation: "wherein the queuing system comprises a portion of a driver". 

Fischer teaches the limitation: "wherein the queuing system comprises a 
portion of a driver" (Paragraph 0500, i.e., queues that lie within the device driver). 
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At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to add the feature of using a queuing system as 
portion of driver as taught by Fischer to the method Cornaby in view of Kirchner 
so that, in the resultant method, the queuing system would comprise a portion of 
a driver. One would have been motivated to do so because it is well known in the 
art that device drivers comprise internal queuing systems. 

Claim 47 is essentially the same as claim 36 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

11. Claim 33, 34, 44, and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Cornaby in view of Kirchner, and further in view of Johnson et 
al. (hereinafter "Johnson") (U.S. Patent Number 5133053). 

Referring to claim 33 Cornaby in view of Kirchner does not explicitly teach 
the limitation: "each of the plurality of links is uni-directional." 

Johnson teaches the limitation: "each of the plurality of links is uni- 
directional" (Column 10 Lines 61-64). Johnson teaches a system and method for 
interprocess communication queue location transparency, wherein bi-directional 
queues are employed to be more efficient for request and reply (Column 10 Line 
61-64). Note that bi-directional queues implemented in said manner could also 
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function as unidirectional queues. Unidirectional feature is already inherent in a 
bidirectional queuing system. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the feature of 
unidirectional/bidirectional queues as taught by Johnson et al. with the system 
taught Cornaby in view of Kirchner so that, in the combined system, each of the 
plurality of links Is uni-directlonal. One would have been motivated to do so in 
order to "be more efficient for request and reply" (Johnson et al. Column 10 Line 
61-64). 

Claim 34 is rejected on the same basis as claim 33. 

Claim 44 is essentially the same as claim 33 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Claim 45 is essentially the same as claim 34 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 
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Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed on August 2, 2007, have been fully considered 
but are not persuasive. 

Applicant argued that with respect to claims 26-36, it appears that the 
Examiner is rejecting the claims under section 101 because they are directed to 
software. In this regard, Applicant respectfully asserts that software patentable 
subject matter. The Commissioner of Patents has recognized the patentability of 
software, provided that it is embodied in a tangible medium (Applicant's 
argument, page 12 fourth paragraph), that It is clear from the specification and 
claims themselves that the queuing system is intended to be implemented in a 
tangible medium. Indeed claim 26 is directed to a "computer system that employs 
a queuing system". Independent claims 18 and 37 are expressly to the operation 
of a queuing system. Applicant respectfully asserts that one of ordinary skill in 
the art would understand that the presence of a queuing system, which inherently 
stores multiple items of data, necessarily implies that the data is stored on a 
tangible medium (for example, disk memory or the like) (Applicant's argument 
page 12 last paragraph thrpugh page 13 first paragraph). 

Examiner respectfully disagrees all of the allegations as argued. 
Examiner, in his previous office action, gave detail explanation of claimed 
limitation and pointed out exact locations in the cited prior art. Examiner is 
entitled to give claim limitations their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of 
the specification. See MPEP 21 1 1 [R-1] Interpretation of Claims-Broadest 
Reasonable Interpretation. 
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During patent examination, the pending claims must be 'given tlie 
broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.' Applicant 
always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, 
will be Interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550- 
51 (CCPA 1969). 

In response it is pointed out that said independent claim fails to expressly 
recite tangible medium. In addition, there is no support at all in the specification 
of the instant application on the use of tangible medium. Particularly, Paragraph 
0014 of the specification recites "A computer system using a queuing system and 
method for managing a queue leaving plurality of generic queue headers 
connected together by a plurality of links in a predetermined manner". 
Additionally, Figure 1 of the instant application depicts "Queuing System 50" 
which is software per se. As such, said computer system is software per se and 
does not fall within the four statutory categories. 

Referring to rejection of claims 18, 26, and 37 under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a). 
Applicant argued that the Comaby reference and the Kirchner reference, taken 
alone or In hypothetical combination, do not disclose each and every element 
recited by the claims (Applicant's argument, page 17 last paragraph), that there 
is absolutely no teaching, suggestion, or illustration in the Comaby reference 
regarding controlling operations of the plurality of queue headers utilizing queue 
function calls and utilizing a plurality of queue function calls, wherein the function 
calls are configured to manage the plurality of queue operating on the data 
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stmctures. Indeed, Applicant notes that Comaby contains no discussion of 
function calls at all (Applicant's argument, page 18 last paragraph through page 
19 first paragraph), that as such Kirchner reference does not disclose anything 
with regard to function calls controlling or managing queue headers (Applicant's 
argument, page 1 9 last paragraph), that Applicant respectfully asserts that the 
Comaby reference and the Kirchner reference; taken alone or in hypothetical 
combination, fail to disclose all limitations of independent claims 18, 26, and 37 
and consequently cannot render obvious any of those claims (Applicant's 
argument page 20 second paragraph). 

In response, it is pointed out that Comaby in view of Kirchner teaches 
each and every limitation of the independent claims 18, 26, and 37 as follows. As 
per claim 18, Cornaby teaches the limitations: "A method for managing a queue 
having a plurality of queue headers within a computer system comprising the 
steps of:" (Cornaby, Figure 2 to Figure 3L), "attaching a plurality of data 
structures to the plurality of queue headers, where each data structure is 
attached to one of the plurality of queue headers" (Cornaby, Figure 2-3L which 
shows a plurality of queue headers wherein each queue header includes a data 
structure; Column 3 Line 64 through Column 4 Line 1 , i.e., FIG. 2 is a 
configuration consisting of four queues, 20, 21, 22, and 23, within the queue 
system for the purpose of explaining the preferred embodiment of the queue 
system. The configuration is comprised of queue D23 which acts as the empty 
queue and which initially will contain all the task registers in the queue system; 
Note that task registers are data structures attached to queue headers; and 
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Column 4 Lines 60-64, i.e., In view of, for simplicity in describing the invention, 
the task register in queues A 20, B21, and D23 are addressed ordered within the 
queue and the task registers in queue C23 are ordered in the sequence of 
insertion into the queue); and "controlling operations of the plurality of queue 
headers utilizing one of a plurality of queue function calls" (Cornaby, Figure 2-3L; 
and Column 4 Lines 2-5, i.e.. When the processor 10 receives a task to be 
performed by using the queue system, the task is assigned to the task register 
having the lowest address in queue D23); "utilizing a plurality of queue function 
calls, wherein the function calls are configured to manage the plurality of queue 
operating on the data structures" (Cornaby, Figure 2-3L; and Column 4 Lines 2-5, 
i.e.. When the processor 10 receives a task to be performed by using the queue 
system, the task is assigned to the task register having the lowest address in 
queue D23 ). 

Cornaby does not explicitly teach the limitation: "a function library 
containing a plurality of function calls". On the other hand, Kirchner teaches the 
limitation: "a function library containing a plurality of function calls" (Kirchner, 
Column 8 Lines 10-36, i.e.. The client application processes 902 and 904 use the 
client APIs 912 and 913, which include a library of generic functions as will be 
discussed below, to connect to and communicate with the desired sen/ice 
module at a sen/er 914. API functions 912 and 913 are called to make 
application requests for a service to the CLPROCs 906 and 908. Specifically, the 
function calls in the client APIs 912 and 913 will encode a NIDS message and 
write the NIDS message and its associated data to the CLPROCs 906 and 908 
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via a combined shared memory and UNIX message queue mechanism 922. In 
the CLPROCs 906 and 908, an NSPP header is added to the NIDS message. 
The path of Vie queue mechanism 922 between the client applications 902 and 
904 and the CLPROCs 906 and 908 is shown by anvws 920 and 921, 
respectively. Because of the system resources within the application process 902 
(ARU style model), the arrow 920 showing the path of the request message is 
shown to originate in the application process 902. For application process 904, 
the unique identification is generated within the client API 913. Thus, the arrow 
921 showing the path of the request message is shown to originate at the client 
API 913). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Cornaby, which teaches 
queue headers which are utilized to make function calls and to which data 
structures are attached, to combine with the method of Kirchner, which teaches a 
function library, so that, in the combined method, a function library containing a 
plurality of queue function calls is used to manage/control the data structures 
which are attached to queue headers. One would have been motivated to do so 
in order integrate function calls of similar operations in one container, which is 
well known in the art of operating systems. 

As per claim 26, Cornaby in view of Krichner discloses the limitations: 
"A computer system that employs a queuing system, the queuing system" 
(Figure 2-3L) comprising: "a plurality of generic queue headers, the plurality of 
generic queue headers being connected by a plurality of links" (Cornaby, Figure 
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2, which shows a plurality of queues, Abstract, and Column 1 Lines 54-64); and 
"a data structure attached to at least one of the plurality of generic queue 
headers without reference to the plurality of links" (Cornaby. Figure 3A-3L), 
"wherein the plurality of queue headers are controlled" (Cornaby, Figure 2-3L; 
and Column 4 Lines 2-5, i.e., When the processor 10 receives a task to be 
performed by using the queue system, the task is assigned to the task register 
having the lowest address in queue D23) "by a function library" (Kirchner, 
Column 8 Lines 10-36) "containing a plurality of function calls configured to 
manage the plurality of queue headers on the data structures" (Cornaby, Figure 
2-3L; and Column 4 Lines 2-5, i.e.. When the processor 10 receives a task to be 
performed by using the queue system, the task is assigned to the task register 
having the lowest address in queue D23). 

Claim 37 is essentially the same as claim 26 except that it set forth the 
claimed invention as a method of operating a queuing system rather than a 
computer system that employs a queuing system and rejected for the same 
reasons as applied hereinabove. 

Referring to claims 29 and 40, Applicant argued that Applicant respectfully 
asserts that the Douceur reference fails to fails to obviate the deficiencies of the 
Cornaby and Kirchner references with respect to independent claims 26 and 37 
(Applicant's argument, page 21 second paragraph). 

In response, it is pointed out that, claims 29 and 40 are rejected over the 
combination of Cornaby in view of Kirchner and further in view of Douceur and, 
as discussed in details above, Cornaby in view of Kirchner teaches each and 
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every limitations of claims 18, 26, and 37. As such, Applicant's argument that 
Douceur reference fails to fails to obviate the deficiencies of the Comaby and 
Kirchner references with respect to independent claims 26 and 37 is moot. 

Referring to claims 35 and 46, Applicant argued that Applicant respectfully 
asserts that the Peterson reference fails to fails to obviate the deficiencies of the 
Comaby and Kirchner references with respect to independent claims 26 and 37 
(Applicant's argument, page 22 second paragraph). 

In response, it is pointed out that, claims 35 and 46 are rejected over the 
combination of Comaby in view of Kirchner and further in view of Peterson and, 
as discussed in details above, Comaby in view of Kirchner teaches each and 
every limitations of claims 18, 26, and 37. As such, Applicant's argument that 
Peterson reference fails to fails to obviate the deficiencies of the Comaby and 
Kirchner references with respect to independent claims 26 and 37 is moot. 

Referring to claims 36 and 47, Applicant argued that Applicant respectfully 
asserts that the Fischer reference fails to fails to obviate the deficiencies of the 
Comaby and Kirchner references with respect to independent claims 26 and 37 
(Applicant's argument, page 23 last paragraph). 

In response, it is pointed out that, claims 36 and 47 are rejected over the 
combination of Comaby in view of Kirchner and further in view of Fischer and, as 
discussed in details above, Cornaby in view of Kirchner teaches each and every 
limitations of claims 18, 26, and 37. As such. Applicant's argument that Fischer 
reference fails to fails to obviate the deficiencies of the Comaby and Kirchner 
references with respect to independent claims 26 and 37 is moot. 
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Referring to claims 33, 34, 44, and 45, Applicant argued that Applicant 
respectfully asserts that the Johnson reference fails to fails to obviate the 
deficiencies of the Comaby and Kirchner references with respect to independent 
claims 26 and 37 (Applicant's argument, page 24 last paragraph). 

In response, it Is pointed out that, claims 33, 34, 44, and 45 are rejected 
over the combination of Cornaby in view of Kirchner and further in view of 
Johnson and, as discussed In details above, Cornaby in view of Kirchner teaches 
each and every limitations of claims 18, 26, and 37. As such. Applicant's 
argument that Johnson reference fails to fails to obviate the deficiencies of the 
Comaby and Kirchner references with respect to independent claims 26 and 37 
Is moot. 

In view of the above, the examiner contends that all limitations as recited 
in the claims have been addressed in this Action. For the above reasons. 
Examiner believed that rejection of the last Office action was proper. 
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Conclusion 

1 3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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